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Introduction 

Advanced  Education  and  Career  Development  has  prepared  this  discussion 
paper  as  a  first  step  towards  establishing  benchmarks  for  the  Alberta's  post- 
secondary  education  system.  What  is  a  benchmark?  Alberta  Treasury  defines 
benchmarks  as  best  known  business  practices  indicating  superior 
performance.  Benchmarks  are  adopted  as  targets  for  optimal  organization 
performance.  Defining  performance  is  implicit  to  benchmarking. 

The  paper  presents  some  underlying  principles  and  constraints  that  need  to  be 
considered  in  the  development  of  benchmarks,  including  their  application  in 
performance-based  funding  for  institutions.  We  invite  your  comments. 


Background 


Decision  makers  in  post-secondary  sectors  across  Canada  and  the  United 
States  are  reviewing  their  accountability  frameworks  to  ensure  that  resources 
are  put  to  their  best  use.  Alberta's  adult  learning  system  has  made  strides  over 
the  past  two  years  towards  improving  its  accountability  framework  and  linking 
funding  to  results.  Our  accomplishments  were  possible  only  with  the 
concerted  efforts  of  all  stakeholders.  Two  separate  but  related  projects  have 
brought  us  to  this  stage. 

Key  performance  indicators  (KPIs):  In  the  fall  of  1993  institutions  were 
invited  to  work  with  the  department  to  develop  a  set  of  key  performance 
indicators.  In  the  fall  of  1995,  a  pilot  phase  of  data  collection  was  initiated  to 
determine  whether  the  indicators  would  work.  Problems  were  identified  and 
addressed  jointly. 

Consequently,  KPI  reporting  manuals  were  distributed  in  May  1996  to  begin 
the  next  round  of  data  collection.  This  second  round  is  needed  to  ensure  that 
data  is  comparable  and  to  ensure  institutions  can  produce  data  according  to 
common  definitions  and  methodologies. 

To  reach  this  stage  some  important  work  was  deferred.  All  parties  agreed  to 
delay  development  of  indicators  for  some  specific  activities  such  as 
community  service,  alternative  delivery,  inter-institutional  collaboration  and 
non-credit  or  continuing  education.  All  parties  also  agreed  to  delay  the 
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development  of  benchmarks,  in  part  because  some  real  data  was  needed  before 
proceeding. 

Performance-based  funding:  In  June  1995  the  department  proposed  a 
performance-based  funding  mechanism  for  Alberta's  public  post-secondary 
system.  Based  on  feedback  received,  the  department  refmed  the  proposal  and 
published  in  November  1995  A  Proposal  for  Performance-Based  Funding: 
Promoting  Excellence  in  Alberta 's  Public  Adult  Learning  System,  An  integral 
part  of  this  paper  dealt  with  the  Performance  Envelope  and  report  card 
concept. 

Throughout  consultations  the  department  heard  that  institutions  should  be 
differentiated  to  reflect  economies  of  scale,  geography,  mandate  and  other 
factors.  A  key  challenge  in  the  development  of  a  report  card  for  the 
Performance  Envelope  will  be  in  determining  the  appropriate  levels  and  ranges 
of  comparison,  and  standards  of  excellence  for  each  of  the  indicators.  Given 
the  developmental  nature  of  both  projects,  it  is  envisaged  that  the  report  card 
will  be  dynamic  to  allow  for  refinement  and  additions  to  the  indicator  set  over 
time,  including  the  weighting  of  specific  indicators. 

Establishing  benchmarks  is  essential  both  for  the  KPI  project  and  the 
implementation  of  the  Performance  Envelope  on  April  1,  1997  for  the  1997-98 
fiscal  year. 

The  April  1997  date  imposes  some  urgency.  Further  consultation  will  be 
undertaken  and  institutions  will  be  informed,  in  report  card  format,  how  their 
funding  would  have  been  adjusted  if  the  Performance  Envelope  had  been 
implemented  in  April  1996. 


Benchmarking  principles 

By  nature,  key  performance  indicators  are  goal-based.  By  establishing  a 
benchmark  for  a  particular  indicator  we  set  the  direction  towards  which  each 
institution  should  strive. 

Through  benchmarking  we  set  a  desirable  level  of  performance  for  institutions, 
which  should  also  result  in  improving  the  performance  of  the  system  as  a 
whole.  We  also  acknowledge  that  performance  within  certain  ranges  is 
acceptable.  Within  the  context  of  the  report  card,  for  example,  performance 
within  an  acceptable  range  or  beyond  a  certain  threshold  would  result  in  a 
point  gain. 

In  the  second  of  the  department's  funding  mechanism  papers,  it  was  proposed 
that  institutions  would  be  compared  against  themselves  through  changes  in  the 
same  indicator  over  time.  Institutions  would  also  be  compared  against  others 
within  their  comparison  group.  Points  would  also  be  gained  for  achievement 
of  a  particular  standard  of  excellence. 

Throughout  the  funding  mechanism  consultations,  institutions  indicated  that 
performance  of  the  system  and  of  institutions  should  also  be  compared  to 
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institutions  outside  the  province.  With  an  increasingly  global  adult  learning 
system,  it  is  necessary  to  meet  standards  of  excellence  both  nationally  and 
internationally.  In  terms  of  the  research  indicators  for  universities,  we  are 
already  able  to  establish  comparisons  against  peer  groups  outside  Alberta.  For 
other  indicators,  the  ranges  of  acceptable  performance  would  be  adjusted  to 
reflect  external  benchmarks  when  appropriate.  However,  establishing 
benchmarks  against  performance  in  other  provinces  will  take  some  time  to 
ensure  comparability  and  will  not  be  achieved  over  the  short  term. 

Benchmarking  within  the  Alberta  adult  learning  system  is  a  complex  task  that 
includes  consideration  of  many  factors.  A  benchmark  does  not  consist  solely 
of  an  absolute  number  or  rate  representing  a  standard  of  excellence.  The 
benchmarking  exercise  involves  establishing  a  standard  of  excellence  and 
identifying  acceptable  ranges  of  performance.  It  must  be  multi-dimensional  to 
reflect  differences  within  our  learning  system.  Given  its  complexity  and 
multi-dimensional  nature,  we  suggest  that  benchmarking  proceed  in  stages, 
beginning  at  higher  or  aggregate  levels  of  program  comparison. 
Benchmarking  can  then  proceed  to  more  specific  programs  if  the  programs  are 
large  enough  from  a  system  perspective  and  distributed  among  several 
institutions.  Further,  benchmarking  will  first  be  based  on  the  Alberta 
experience,  and  then  go  on  to  include  reference  points  outside  Alberta. 

Within  this  context,  the  following  section  outlines  some  of  the  criteria  and 
constraints  for  benchmarking. 


Criteria  and  constraints 

The  following  will  be  considered: 

a)  Level  of  comparison 

b)  Comparison  group 

c)  Baseline  and  range 

d)  Meaning  and  interpretation 

e)  Direction 


A)    Level  of  comparison 

KPIs  can  be  calculated  and  comparisons  made  at  several  different  levels,  so  it 
is  necessary  to  determine  the  level  at  which  benchmarking  is  relevant.  Levels 
of  comparison  are  based  on  the  way  in  which  programs  are  classified  and 
grouped.  These  groupings  include  program-ID,  program  cluster  and  program 
type.  This  classification  structure  is  common  to  the  KPI  project,  the 
Information  Reporting  and  Exchange  project  and  the  Common  Information 
System.  The  lowest  level  of  a  program  offering  is  called  the  program-ID 
level,  where  each  program  has  a  unique  code.  Programs  are  also  grouped 
according  to  the  subject  area  that  the  program  is  in  (program  cluster)  and  the 
type  of  credential  they  award  (program  type).  There  are  other  ways  to 
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"cluster"  programs,  such  as  according  to  sector,  size  or  geographic  location. 

We  need  to  consider  several  factors,  including  statistical  factors,  variance  and 
purpose  of  comparison.  In  most  cases,  benchmarking  at  the  program-ID  level 
would  be  problematic.  Too  few  students,  variations  in  the  nature  and 
methodology  of  the  program  from  one  institution  to  the  next,  and  year-to-year 
fluctuations  would  render  program-ID  comparison,  and  especially  "snap-shot" 
comparisons  suspect.  For  example,  determining  acceptable  performance  levels 
for  a  program-ID  with  four  or  five  graduates  a  year,  including  significant 
fluctuations  in  the  number  of  students  and  graduates  each  year  would  be 
difficult.  The  sample  size  is  too  small  to  make  informed  decisions.  Generally, 
more  reliable  information  could  be  gained  from  comparisons  with  sample  sizes 
of  30  or  more. 

Comparisons  across  a  number  of  institutions  would  be  relevant  for  larger 
programs  that  are  provided  to  a  significant  number  of  students  throughout  the 
system.  A  threshold  level  should  be  determined.  This  would  be  the  minimum 
level  at  which  a  benchmark  makes  sense,  based  on  number  of  students  and 
other  factors. 

Further,  it  should  be  noted  that  benchmarks  are  additive;  that  is,  benchmarks 
established  for  a  particular  program  cluster,  or  for  the  system,  should  represent 
the  weighted  sum  of  the  individual  benchmarks  determined  at  a  lower  level 
(e.g.  sum  of  programs  within  a  cluster,  or  sum  of  program-ID  benchmarks). 

We  propose  to  initially  establish  benchmarks  at  the  Program  Type  level: 
certificate,  diploma,  adult  basic  education,  university  transfer,  etc.  Benchmarks 
at  lower  levels  of  comparison  will  be  developed  subsequently  for  those 
programs  in  which  the  sample  size  is  large  enough  to  warrant  benchmarking. 

B)    Comparison  group 

Throughout  the  funding  mechanism  consultations,  there  was  a  range  of  views 
on  how  institutions  should  be  compared:  against  previous  performance,  against 
other  institutions  in  their  sector,  or  against  all  institutions  within  the  system. 
Institutions  also  indicated  that  comparisons  may  need  to  recognize  economies 
of  scale,  urban  and  rural  differences,  institutional  mandates  and  programs.  We 
propose  these  factors  be  considered  in  identifying  comparison  groups  and 
setting  benchmarks. 

The  basis  for  determining  a  comparison  group  will  vary  depending  on  the 
indicator.  For  example,  enrolment  growth  may  be  related  more  to  an 
institution's  geographic  location,  while  completion  rate  may  be  related  more  to 
the  type  of  program  rather  than  the  institution's  size  or  location.  On  the  other 
hand,  an  institution's  ability  to  generate  external  sources  of  revenue  may  be 
more  related  to  its  size  and  location. 

Cost  variability  tends  to  have  a  program,  geographic  and  size  bias.  Institutions 
with  access  to  a  large  urban  market  have  greater  potential  to  achieve  economies 
of  scale  (factoring  overhead  costs  over  a  larger  number  of  students),  and  can 


4 


Notes 


operate  at  more  optimal  class  size  levels  to  achieve  lower  direct  cost  per 
student.  They  may  also  have  the  potential  to  achieve  greater  efficiencies  on 
resource  factor  inputs,  such  as  salaries  for  instructors,  instructional  supplies, 
equipment,  etc. 

Depending  on  the  indicator,  a  benchmark  may  be  developed  for  any  of  the 
following  levels: 

i)  System 

ii)  Sector 

iii)  Program  Type 

iv)  Program  Type  by  sector 

v)  Program  Type  by  sub-sector: 

a)  Program  Type  by  rural  sector 

b)  university  transfer  colleges,  etc. 

The  Performance  Envelope  report  card  will  use  program  mix  for  some 
indicators  and,  where  appropriate,  a  further  dimension  may  be  added,  for 
example,  urban-rural/size  differentiation.  It  may  be  appropriate  to  compare 
completion  rates  across  the  entire  system  at  the  Program  Type  level  of 
comparison.  On  the  other  hand,  it  seems  more  appropriate  to  compare  cost 
per  full-time  equivalent  (PTE)  student  both  at  the  Program  Type  level  and  the 
urban-rural/size  basis  of  comparison.  In  this  way,  mandate,  geographic 
disposition  and  economies  of  scale  are  implicitly  recognized  in  determining  an 
appropriate  benchmark,  simply  by  defining  the  comparison  group.  (We  use 
the  distinction  "urban-rural/size"  because  in  some  cases  similar  programs 
offered  by  institutions  in  rural  areas  are  larger  than  those  offered  in  urban 
institutions.  Therefore,  the  rural  programs  are  able  to  achieve  the  same  level 
of  economy.) 

C)    Baseline  and  range 

Determining  an  appropriate  baseline  or  range  includes  determining  a  base 
year,  and  whether  the  indicator  will  be  averaged  over  a  multi-year  period.  It 
also  involves  assessing  whether  a  single  benchmark  will  be  determined  for  a 
specific  Program  Type  and  comparison  group  or  whether  a  "corridor-based" 
approach  will  be  used.  A  corridor-based  approach  would  establish  acceptable 
ranges  within  which  a  particular  KPI  could  fluctuate.  For  example,  three 
ranges  could  be  established  for  a  particular  benchmarking  exercise.  Within  the 
context  of  the  Performance  Envelope  report  card,  movement  of  a  particular 
indicator  within  a  range  from  one  year  to  the  next  would  not  result  in  a  penalty 
or  reward;  however,  movement  to  another  corridor  (higher  or  lower  range 
level)  would  result  in  a  loss  or  gain  of  points. 

Susceptibility  of  the  indicator  to  year-to-year  fluctuations:  This  is  a  key  in 
determining  whether  the  benchmark  should  be  corridor  or  range-based, 
whether  the  benchmark  should  be  based  on  multi-year  averages  and  at  what 
level  (e.g.  program  level)  benchmarks  should  be  established.  For  example, 
first  year  enrolments  and  number  of  completers  would  be  more  susceptible  to 
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year-to-year  fluctuation  than  total  FTE  enrolment,  or  the  ratio  between  part- 
time  and  full-time  students  for  the  institution  as  a  whole.  As  well,  year-to-year 
fluctuation  for  a  specific  program  would  be  greater  than  for  the  program  cluster 
to  which  it  belongs. 

Statistical  characteristics:  Each  indicator  will  have  a  range  of  values.  The 
width  of  the  ranges,  variation  about  the  mean,  standard  deviation,  median 
values,  deciles,  quartiles,  will  all  influence  the  value  of  a  benchmark.  The 
statistical  characteristics  can  change  depending  on  the  reference  group:  urban 
versus  rural  institutions,  large  versus  small  institutions,  program,  etc.  For 
example,  does  it  make  sense  to  establish  different  benchmarks  for  university 
transfer  programs  in  rural  areas,  versus  university  transfer  programs  in  major 
urban  areas,  if  the  statistics  show  no  significant  variance? 

It  is  proposed  that,  for  the  report  card,  benchmarks  would  include  multi-year 
averaging  when  there  is  significant  year-to-year  variation  in  the  indicator.  As 
well,  the  use  of  a  corridor  or  acceptable  range  of  performance  would  be  used  in 
circumstances  where  there  is  a  wide  variation  in  indicator  values. 


D)  Meaning  and  interpretation 

Results  are  best  interpreted  within  an  informed  context,  and  specific  indicators 
should  not  be  viewed  in  isolation  but  rather  within  the  context  of  other 
variables  including  other  performance  indicators.  It  is  important  that  the 
department  recognize  this  both  in  terms  of  preparing  an  annual  report 
publicizing  indicator  results,  and  in  terms  of  implementing  the  Performance 
Envelope  report  card.  In  the  annual  report  on  KPIs,  the  department  will  include 
an  overview  that  provides  interpretation  and  summaries  of  system  results  at  an 
aggregate  level  to  prevent  misinterpretation  of  the  information.  Similarly,  the 
report  card  will  be  applied  primarily  at  an  aggregate  level.  The  department  will 
work  with  institutions  that  are  experiencing  performance  difficulties  to  develop 
plans  of  action  to  address  the  difficulties. 

E)  Direction 

Benchmarks  are  goal-based.  A  benchmark  establishes  a  direction  toward 
which  institutions  should  strive  and  progression  towards  the  goal  is  an 
indication  of  performance.  Benchmarks  may  differ  depending  upon  the  sector, 
general  program  area,  geographic  location,  etc.  However,  the  overriding 
objective  of  benchmarking  is  to  further  the  overall  performance  of  the  system. 
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Benchmarking  within  the  context  of  the 
report  card 


Level  and  range  of  comparison:  As  indicated  in  the  previous  sections,  the 
level  of  comparison  and  comparison  group  for  a  specific  indicator  would  vary 
depending  on  the  indicator.  For  example,  the  benchmark  for  student 
satisfaction  could  be  determined  at  a  system  level  and  all  institutions  across 
the  system  would  be  compared  against  one  another.  In  this  case,  there  is  no 
need  to  differentiate  on  the  basis  of  program,  institutional  size  or  other  factors. 

On  the  other  hand,  cost  per  learner  indicators  are  more  relevant  to  institutional 
or  program  size  and  the  nature  of  the  program.  Therefore,  it  is  envisaged  that 
comparisons  would  be  made  on  a  program-by-program  basis  within  a 
particular  comparison  group  such  as  major  urban  institutions  offering 
certificate  programs.  The  remaining  institutions  would  be  compared  against 
each  other.  In  terms  of  university  transfer,  there  would  seem  to  be  no  need  to 
differentiate  on  the  basis  of  size  or  location.  Many  of  the  university  transfer 
programs  offered  in  rural  or  small  urban  settings  are  as  large,  if  not  larger,  than 
those  offered  in  the  large  urban  colleges.  Therefore,  it  is  envisaged  that  cost 
per  learner  for  university  transfer  programs  would  be  compared  across  all 
institutions  offering  university  transfer. 

It  would  also  seem  that  student  completion  indicators  would  be  relevant  to  a 
program-by-program  comparison,  but  would  not  include  further  differentiation 
to  reflect  institutional  size  or  geography. 

Determining  the  report  card  score:  It  was  indicated  that  institutions  would 
be  compared  against  their  own  performance  over  time,  against  others  within 
their  comparison  group  and  against  a  certain  standard  of  excellence. 
Therefore,  one  benchmark  would  be  the  institution's  previous  performance  on 
the  specific  indicator,  whether  the  comparison  is  year-to-year  or  involves  a 
multi-year  average. 

The  second  benchmark  would  be  the  acceptable  range  of  performance  for  the 
indicator  and  for  that  particular  comparison  group.  For  example,  completion 
rates  for  diploma  programs  may  range  from  65%  to  92%  with  two-thirds  of 
institutions  falling  within  a  75%  to  85%  corridor.  The  benchmark  could  be 
based  on  this  range.  Two  points  could  be  achieved  for  performance  within  this 
range.  Three  points  could  be  achieved  for  performance  above  this  range, 
while  no  points  would  be  awarded  for  performance  below  this  range. 

The  third  benchmark  would  be  the  standard  of  excellence.  All  institutions 
achieving  this  standard  of  excellence  would  be  awarded  points. 
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Proposal  highlights 

Based  on  the  criteria  and  constraints  identified,  the  department  proposes  that 
the  benchmarking  exercise  be  based  on  the  following: 

•  A  key  component  of  benchmarking  involves  establishing  comparison 
groups.  Comparison  groups  will  also  be  the  main  means  to  differentiate 
institutions  based  on  size,  program  mandate  and  geography  where  it  is 
relevant. 

•  Determining  the  level  of  comparison  for  a  particular  indicator  will  first 
depend  on  whether  the  indicator  is  related  to  program  factors.  If  there  is  a 
relationship,  the  level  of  comparison  will  begin  at  the  Program  Type  basis 
of  comparison.  Benchmarks  will  be  established  at  the  Program  Type  basis 
of  comparison  and  then  proceed  to  lower  levels  of  aggregation  when  the 
programs  are  offered  to  a  significant  number  of  students  across  several 
institutions  throughout  the  system. 

•  Benchmarking  involves  both  an  internal  and  external  focus.  Acceptable 
ranges  of  performance  and  standards  of  excellence  will  first  be  determined 
based  on  Alberta  experience.  As  the  scope  of  benchmarking  broadens  to 
include  comparison  outside  Alberta,  the  ranges  of  acceptable  performance 
and  standards  of  excellence  will  be  modified  when  appropriate. 

•  Reflecting  the  principles  of  the  Performance  Envelope  report  card, 
benchmarking  will  assume  that  performance  is  a  combination  of 
comparison  against  self,  comparison  against  others  and  comparison  relative 
to  a  standard  of  excellence. 

•  Determining  whether  a  performance  indicator  will  consist  of  year-to-year 
comparison,  be  averaged  over  multi-years,  or  be  corridor-based,  will  largely 
be  based  on  the  statistical  properties  of  the  indicator. 


The  next  steps  -  schedule  of  activities 

Two  separate  but  closely  related  projects  -  the  KPI  project  and  the  development 
of  a  performance-based  funding  mechanism  -  have  been  collaborative  efforts 
between  institutions  and  the  department.  Both  these  projects  require 
benchmarks.  Further  work  will  proceed  as  follows: 

1 .  Once  all  pilot  KPI  data  is  received,  the  department  will  begin  developing 
actual  benchmarks,  modeling  the  Performance  Envelope  and  establishing 
the  comparison  groups. 

2.  Institutions  are  invited  to  comment  on  the  benchmark  discussion  paper  by 
August  16.  The  department  will  consolidate  the  feedback  and  use  the 
principles  that  emerge  to  develop  actual  benchmarks.  The  comments 
received  will  also  be  included  in  a  Performance  Envelope  recommendation 
paper,  to  be  prepared  and  distributed  in  October. 


3.  The  department  will  prepare  a  draft  annual  report  on  ICPIs.  The  draft  will 
be  distributed  to  institutions  in  the  fall,  with  an  invitation  to  provide 
feedback. 

4.  The  Performance  Envelope  recommendation  paper  will  be  distributed  in 
October.  It  will  include  a  summary  of  feedback  received  and  the  results 
and  ranges  of  the  pilot  KPI  data.  A  suggested  report  card  will  also  be 
presented,  including  the  specific  indicators  to  be  used  in  the  Performance 
Envelope  and  phase-in  of  these  indicators  over  time.  The  paper  will 
provide  specific  details  on  the  conversion  of  report  card  results  to  funding 
and  show  institutions  how  their  funding  would  have  been  adjusted  based 
on  the  KPI  pilot  data. 

5.  Using  the  Performance  Envelope  recommendation  paper  as  a  discussion 
document,  the  department  will  engage  in  a  focused  consultation  at  two 
levels  during  the  fall.  We  will  consult  with  institutions  at  a  group  level 
and  also  with  each  individual  institution. 

6.  Following  the  consultations,  the  report  card  will  be  modified  for  April 
1997.  Institutions  will  submit  actual  KPI  data  by  December  1,  1996  for  use 
in  the  Performance  Envelope.  In  February  1997,  institutions  will  be 
informed  of  their  Performance  Envelope  funding  allocations  for  the  1997- 
98  year. 
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Questions 

We  look  forward  to  receiving  your  views  on  the  principles  and  constraints 
associated  with  benchmarking.  We  are  particularly  interested  in  your  feedback 
on  the  following  questions: 

1 .  Benchmarks  and  acceptable  ranges  of  performance  would  be  developed 
using  KPI  data  from  Alberta  institutions.  These  acceptable  ranges  would 
be  modified  over  time  as  benchmarks  are  established  against  performance 
in  other  provinces.  Do  you  approve  of  this  general  approach? 

2.  In  terms  of  the  level  of  comparison,  should  benchmarking  begin  at  an 
aggregate  level,  moving  to  lower  levels  of  programs  across  institutions 
where  sufficient  numbers  warrant? 

3.  Of  the  indicators  that  have  been  proposed  as  part  of  the  KPI  project, 
which  should  be  compared  at  a  program  level?  ...at  an  institutional  level? 

4.  The  factors  that  will  be  used  in  determining  the  comparison  group  for  a 
particular  benchmark  would  include  institutional  size,  program  mandate 
and  geographic  location.  However,  because  these  factors  may  not  be 
relevant  for  some  indicators,  differentiation  would  not  be  necessary  for 
those  indicators. 

Do  you  approve  of  this  approach? 

Of  the  indicators  that  have  been  proposed  as  part  of  the  KPI  project,  for 
which  indicators  is  it  necessary  to  differentiate  /  not  differentiate? 

5.  Do  you  approve  of  the  suggested  approach  to  determining  when  an 
indicator  will  be  compared  year-over-year,  averaged  over  several  years,  or 
be  corridor-based? 

6.  Do  you  have  any  additional  comments? 


We  invite  you  to  comment  on  the  benchmarking  principles,  using  the  questions 
listed  above  as  your  guide.  Please  forward  your  comments  by  August  16, 1996 
to: 

Neil  Henry 

System  Funding  and  Accountability 
Advanced  Education  and  Career  Development 
1 1th  Floor,  Commerce  Place 
10155-102  Street 
Edmonton,  Alberta  T5J  4L5 

Thank  you  in  advance  for  your  input. 


